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DETAILED ACTION 

Continued Examination under 37 CFR 1.114 

1 . A request for continued examination under 37 CFR 1.114, including tine fee set 
forth in 37 CFR 1 .17(e), was filed in this application after final rejection. Since this 
application is eligible for continued examination under 37 CFR 1.114, and the fee set 
forth in 37 CFR 1 .17(e) has been timely paid, the finality of the previous Office action 
has been withdrawn pursuant to 37 CFR 1.114. Applicant's submission filed on May 4, 
2009 has been entered. 

Status of Claims 

2. Claims 1-44 have been examined and are addressed below. 

Response to Amendments 

3. The rejection of claim 1 0-1 1 and 35-36 under 35 USC § 1 1 2, 2"^^ paragraph is 

withdrawn in light of Applicant's clarifications to the claims. 

4. Applicant's amended claims have been reviewed and fully considered but are 
moot in view of the new grounds of rejection. With respect to claims 1-44 Applicants' 
amended claims necessitated the new ground(s) of rejection presented in this Office 
action. 
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Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the phor art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary sl^ill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

5. Claims 1, 3, 4, 8, 9, 10, 11, 13, 17, 22, 25, 29, 31, 32, 33, 34, 35, 36, 38, 39 and 
43 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being obvious by Rueter U.S. Patent Number 
5,944,745 in view of Hatlestad et al (U.S. 2004/0122294). 

6. With respect to claims 1 , 8, 17, 29, 33 and 39 Rueter teaches a method 
comprising: a remote monitor, wherein the remote monitor obtains the events from 
interrogation of a medical device implanted within a patient, , and wherein the 
prioritization engine and the remote monitor are both external to the patient; prioritizing, 
with the prioritization engine, the received events and presenting, with a user interface 
device, a list of the events based on the prioritization (see for example 1 lines 44-48 and 
lines 65-67 and column 2 lines 1-9 and column 2 lines 10-25 and column 3 lines 33-36). 
Reuter does not teach wherein the events include therapy events and diagnostic events 
nor does it teach receiving the events from a remote monitor. Hatlestad teaches data 
that includes therapy and diagnostic data (see for example Hatlestad paragraph 41). 
Hatlestad further teaches a remote monitor that can access the PDA/prioritization 
engine (see for example Fig. 7 and paragraphs 87-88). One of ordinary skill in the art at 
the time of invention would have found it obvious to combine the prioritizing method 
taught by Reuter with the features of Hatlestad to prevent the implanted device from 
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7. With respect to claims 3, 9, 11 , 22, 31 , 34, 36 and 43 Rueter in view of Hatlestad 
teaches the method of claim 1 (as described above). Rueter teaches wherein 

prioritizing events includes prioritizing the events based on a relative importance 
associated with the events (see for example Rueter column 1 lines 65-67 and column 2 
lines 1-9). 

8. With respect to claims 4, 13, 25, 32 and 38 Rueter in view of Hatlestad teaches 
the method of claim 1 (as described above). Rueter teaches further comprising 
invoking a special action in response to an event with a relative importance that 
exceeds a threshold (see for example Rueter column 7 lines 66-67 and column 8 lines 
1-4). 

9. With respect to claims 1 0 and 35 Reuter in view of Hatlestad teaches the method 
of claim 8. Hatlestad teaches further comprising assigning the relative importance 
based on a set of rules (see for example Hatlestad paragraph 1 76). One of ordinary 
skill in the art at the time of invention would have found it obvious to combine the 
prioritizing method taught by Reuter with the features of Hatlestad with the same reason 
mentioned above. 
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10. Claims 2, 7, 12, 16, 18, 19, 23, 28, 30, 40, 41 and 44 are rejected under 35 
U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Rueter U.S. Patent Number 5,944,745 in 
view of Hatlestad et al (U.S. 2004/0122294) and Duffin et al U.S. Patent Number 
6,292,698. 

1 1 . With respect to claim 2, 12, 23, 30 and 44, Rueter in view of Hatlestad teaches 
the method of claim 1 (as described above). Rueter in view of Hatlestad does not teach 
prioritizing events obtained from a plurality of medical devices implanted in different 
patients; and presenting a list of the patients and a list of the events for each of the 
patients based on the prioritization. Duffin teaches, further comprising: prioritizing 
events obtained from a plurality of medical devices implanted in different patients; and 
presenting a list of the patients and a list of the events for each of the patients based on 
the prioritization (see for example Duffin column 14 lines 25-29). It would have been 
obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of application to combine both 
features to monitor multiple patients. 

1 2. With respect to claim 7, 1 6 and 28 Rueter in view of Hatlestad and Duffin teaches 
the method of claim 4 (as described above). Duffin teaches wherein the special action 
includes generating an alarm, notifying a clinician, and notifying a patient (see for 
example Duffin column 3 lines 13-19 and column 14 lines 3-15). It would have been 
obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of application to combine both 
features to better monitor patients and their implanted medical devices. 
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1 3. With respect to claims 1 8 and 40, Rueter in view of Hatlestad and Duffin teaches 
the system of claim 17 (as described above). Duffin teaches further comprising a data 
management application that parses raw data from the implantable medical device, and 
populates fields of a database with event data (see for example Duffin column 13 lines 
65-67 and column 14 1-3). It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art 
at the time of application to combine both features to get an updated data. 

14. With respect to claims 19 and 41 Rueter in view of Hatlestad and Duffin teaches 
the system of claim 1 8 (as described above). Duffin teaches wherein the event data 
comprises one of patient name, device type, date event data was parsed, and event 
type (see for example Duffin column 14 lines 45-54). It would have been obvious to one 
of ordinary skill in the art at the time of application to combine both features to gather 
effective data. 

15. Claims 5, 6, 14, 15, 26 and 27 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Rueter U.S. Patent Number 5,944,745 in view of Hatlestad et al (U.S. 
2004/0122294) and Hwang U.S. Patent Number 5,920,271 . 

16. With respect to claims 5, 14 and 26 Rueter in view of Hatlestad teaches the 
method of claim 4 (as described above). Rueter in view of Hatlestad does not teach 
wherein the special action comprises using a conspicuous text format when presenting 
data from the event. Hwang teaches wherein the special action comprises using a 
conspicuous text format when presenting data from the event (see for example Hwang 
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column 5 lines 58-67). It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill to combine 
both features to alert the user the importance of certain messages are. 

1 7. With respect to claims 6, 1 5, and 27 Rueter in view of Hatlestad and Hwang 
teaches the method of claim 5 (as described above). Hwang teaches wherein the 
conspicuous text format includes one of font, bold text, highlighted text, underlined text, 
and italicized text (see for example Hwang column 5 lines 58-67). It would have been 
obvious to one of ordinary skill to combine both features to alert the user the importance 
of certain messages are. 

18. Claims 20, 21 and 42 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Rueter U.S. Patent Number 5,944,745 in view of Hatlestad et al (U.S. 
2004/0122294) and Webb et al U.S. Patent Number 7,060,031. 

1 9. With respect to claim 20 Rueter in view of Hatlestad teaches the system of claim 
17 (as described above). Rueter in view of Hatlestad does not further comprising a 
database to store the prioritized events, wherein the user interface device includes a 
web browser to access the prioritized events via a network connection. Webb teaches 
further comprising a database to store the prioritized events, wherein the user interface 
device includes a web browser to access the prioritized events via a network connection 
(see for example Webb column 13 lines 66-67 and column 14 lines 1-2 and Fig 4). It 
would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to combine the features to 
have better accessibility to the database. 
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20. With respect to claim 21 Rueter in view of Hatlestad and Webb teaclies tine 
system of claim 20 (as described above). Webb teaches further comprising a derivation 
engine to generate additional events based on the stored events (see for example 
Webb column 17 lines 63-67 and column 18 lines 1-15 and Fig 7A). 

21 . With respect to claim 42 Rueter in view of Hatlestad and Webb teaches the 
system of claim 39 (as described above). Webb teaches further comprising a derivation 
engine to generate additional events based on the stored events (see for example 
Webb column 17 lines 63-67 and column 18 lines 1-15 and Fig 7A). Therefore it would 
have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to combine both arts to better 
service the clients. 

Conclusion 

The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to 
applicant's disclosure. U.S. Patent No. 6,083,248 teaches world wide patient location 
and data telemetry system for implantable medical devices. 

U.S. Patent No. 6,2374,973 teaches implantable medical device for sensing 
absolute blood pressure and barometric pressure. 

U.S. Pub. No. 2003/0204147 teaches method and apparatus for injection of 
external data within an implantable medical device. 
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Any inquiry concerning tliis communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to REGINALD REYES whose telephone number is 
(571)270-5212. The examiner can normally be reached on 7:30-5:00. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Christopher Gilligan can be reached on 571-272-6670. The fax phone 
number for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571- 
273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 
system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 

/R. R./ 

Examiner, Art Unit 3626 



/Robert Morgan/ 

Primary Examiner, Art Unit 3626 



